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COUNTY GOVERNMENT ACCESS HANNEL

As part of the implementation process for the County Strategic Plan (Goal 

Organizational Effectiveness , Strategy 3 Communications), a committee composed of
representatives of your Board's offices and County staff, chaired by Jaclyn Tiley Hill
has been examining the feasibility of the County establishing its own government
access channel , often referred to as the "County Channel"

Attached is a report titled

, "

County Cable Channel Information and Options" prepared by
Telecommunications Management Corporation , a consultant that was hired to assist the
committee in examining the technical aspects of the feasibility analysis for the County
Channel. The Report outlines information that was gathered in the course of the
feasibility analysis , the challenges that the County wil face should your Board decide to
proceed with the implementation of the County Channel , and recommendations.

The report concludes that it is feasible to establish a County government access
channel and to have it distributed through cable television systems. In fact, your Board
could decide to immediately notify cable operators that it is asserting its right to activate
a channel in all unincorporated County areas. (However , given that the County has five
major cable operators and 36 franchise areas , it is likely that channel coverage will
begin in some areas initially and then will gradually increase over time.

To Enrich Lives Through Effective And Caring Service
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County Channel coverage in incorporated cities will probably need to be negotiated on a
city-by-city basis. Although contact has been made with almost every city in the
County, the most productive discussions have been with the City of Santa Monica. City
of Santa Monica representatives have expressed an interest in having the County'
channel available for viewing by their residents. Therefore, while the City of
Santa Monica has not formally designated a channel to the County, if the County
initiated a request to City offcials for the channel , there is a channel available and a
willingness at a staff level to partner in a pilot program. (Although the County can
choose to activate a channel in both the unincorporated areas and the City of
Santa Monica at the same time , it should be recognized that actual launch dates would
likely vary.

Sianificant Issues

The most significant issues that are addressed in the report are as follows (report
location references for more information are listed at the end of each bulleted item):

Can the County require the five major cable operators serving
unincorporated residents (Com cast, Charter, Adelphia, Time Warner, and
Cox), to carry a government access channel for the County?

Yes. From a legal standpoint , this requirement already exists in County Code
Sections 16.68.040 , 16.68.070, and 16.68.090. (Report pages 7 , 8, and 28)

Are there technical issues that may make carrying a County government
access channel impossible?

No. The County s technical consultant has stated that there are not significant
technical challenges to carrying a County access channel. (Report pages 16-19)

Can the County choose to activate a government access channel anywhere
in the County?

No. The County s regulatory authority with respect to cable television only extends
to the unincorporated areas of the County. Each city has regulatory authority over
cable in their jurisdiction. (Report pages 7 , 18, and 25)
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How could the County get its channel carried in city areas?

If the County wants to have its channel carried in the cities , one of three things
would have to occur:

1. Cable operators would have to agree to voluntarily carry the County s channel
on their systems in the city areas they serve. This may not be likely since in
preliminary discussions with some of the cable operators they have generally
expressed an unwillingness to do this. While the County only has the authority
to require cable operators to carry its channel in the unincorporated areas , it is

advisable to inform the cable operators of the County s desire to carry the

channel throughout the entire County and encourage their cooperation in this
effort. (Report pages 19 and 25)

2. If they have one in their existing cable franchise , each city would have to agree
to assign a non-activated Public, Educational , or Government (PEG) access
channel to the County. If a city does not have an extra non-activated PEG
channel in their cable franchise , it could agree to negotiate one when their
cable franchise(s) comes up for renewal. For example, the City of
Santa Monica in its recent renewal of their cable franchise successfully
negotiated a regional PEG channel that could , theoretically, be assigned to the
County for its government access channel. The City of Santa Monica has
indicated a willingness to assist the County in piloting the County Channel by
cablecasting the channel to their residents. (Report pages 13, 26 , and 29)

3. A city could agree to share time on its government access channel with the
County. This would allow the County to have a limited amount of programming
appear in a city area. What type of County programming and when it would be
cablecast would have to be the subject of a negotiated agreement with each
city.

What kinds of programming could we expect to see on a County government
access channel?

Initially, it is anticipated that Board of Supervisors meetings could be cablecast
both live and tape delayed. In addition , a bulletin board display of County events
and information, along with some limited programming produced by County
departments could be shown.
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Over time and with additional resources , the County could expand the amount of
County-originated programming. The committee continues to gather programming
produced by various departments for a videotape library that is appropriate for
public viewing and not time sensitive.

Additionally, there are many resources for free or at cost non-County programming
that may be of interest to our residents.

Examples of these programming sources include:

University of California Television (quality, educational programming on Health
& Medicine , Science , Public Affairs , Humanities , Arts & Music www. uctv. tv)

Annenberq/CPB Channel (award-winning teacher, professional development
and instructional programs ww. learner.orq/channel)

Classic Arts Showcase (ballet, opera, theatre , film , dance , and music clips
www.classicartsshowcase.com

Emerqencv Education NETwork/FEMA (public safety programs.
http://traininQ . fema.Qov/emiweb/EEN ET 

NASA Science Files (instructional science programs for students in grades 3-
http://d Icente r . Iarc. nasa. QOv)

Vet' s Visits on TV (show about all active , reserve , and military veterans and
their families. www.vetsvisitsontv.org)

Who could coordinate, maintain , and monitor the County Channel?

Ultimately, it may make sense for the County to develop in-house staff capability
for all County Channel operations. However, the costs and time necessary to put
such an infrastructure in place wil be significant. Therefore, in the short-term (the
next 18-24 months) the more feasible option would be to contract for this service
with an organization that has significant experience in the production of video
programming for government. Their ability to perform the tasks necessary to
coordinate, maintain , and monitor content on the County Channel would be
required.
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There are several possible sources the County could contract with. However
because of their experience in producing quality video programming, existing
state-of-the-art studio facilities, mobile production capabiliies, and County
affiliation , we are recommending the negotiation of a contract for services with the
Los Angeles County Offce of Education Educational Telecommunications

Network. While their offices are located in Downey, they could maintain and
monitor the channel remotely. The cooperation of all County departments wil also
be necessary to gather content and to keep the bulletin board and other channel
content current. (Report page 26)

Recommendations

Based on the information outlined in the attached report, should your Board wish to
move forward with the establishment of a County government access channel
recommend that the following initial steps be taken:

Direct the Chief Administrative Office (CAO) in cooperation with the Director of the
Department of Consumer Affairs to be the point of contact with County regulated
cable operators and , to coordinate all activities related to the start-up of the County
Channel.

Direct the CAO to allocate funds not to exceed $150 000 from the several existing
cable PEG trust accounts to fund the start-up and first year costs of the County
Channel.

Direct the CAO to negotiate a contract with the Los Angeles County Offce of
Education s Educational Telecommunications Network to coordinate , maintain , and
monitor the channel once activated.

Direct the Department of Consumer Affairs to provide formal notification to the
cable operators of the County intent to: 1) invoke its franchise rights for a
dedicated government access channel in the unincorporated County areas , 2) have
cable operators carry out any necessary interconnection of their systems, and
3) gain countywide coverage for its channel.

Authorize the Chairman of the Board to formally request the City of Santa Monica to
activate the regional channel obligation that they have and assign it to the County of
Los Angeles.

If you have questions or need additional information , please contact me or your staff
may contact Lari Sheehan of my staff at (213) 974- 1174 or Isheehan cao.co. la.ca.

DEJ:LS:os
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The County of Los Angeles Strategic Plan establishes goals and 
strategies for fulfilling the County mission to enrich lives through effective and 
caring service.   

The Organizational Effectiveness Goal of the Strategic Plan includes a 
strategy to “develop a plan to convey a simple message that highlights to the 
public and County employees the positive impact the County is having.”  One of 
the objectives under this goal is to implement, on a pilot basis, a “County 
Channel” that will broadcast on cable television public information on County of 
Los Angeles (County) services and facilities, as well as major County issues, 
activities and events.   

Consistent with this Strategic Plan objective, on July 15, 2003, the Board 
of Supervisors on the motion of Supervisor Yaroslavsky, instructed the Chief 
Administrative Officer and Director of the Department of Consumer Affairs to 
request that all 88 cities in the County partner with the County in the 
development of a County Channel.  The Board motion also directed staff to work 
with the cities within the County, beginning with the City of Los Angeles, in 
furtherance of this aim. 

To assist in the development of the County Channel, the Chief 
Administrative Officer (CAO) retained the services of Telecommunications 
Management Corp. (TMC) through the Department of Consumer Affairs (DCA). 

The County Code contains obligations that apply to all cable television 
system franchises granted by the County.  Section 16.68.070 of the County Code 
establishes a requirement for a County Channel (called an “Exclusive county use 
channel”). 

The County grants franchises to cable operators to serve the 
unincorporated areas of the County.  As of January 2003, approximately 111,000 
subscribers residing in unincorporated County areas receive cable service.  This 
is estimated at approximately ten percent of the cable subscribers within the 
County.  The other 90 percent of cable subscribers reside within the County’s 88 
incorporated cities. 

As of April 2004, the County has granted 36 franchises to eight cable 
companies.  Five companies hold 33 of the 36 franchises.  Twenty-eight of the 
County’s franchises are scheduled to expire by December 31, 2005.  Many of the 
incorporated cities in County either are, or soon will be, in franchise renewal 
negotiations with their cable provider.  The renewals may present an opportunity 
for the County with regard to channel availability and possible partnerships. 
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Meetings were held with: 

• The major cable operators providing cable service to cable 
subscribers in the County; and 

• Most of the incorporated cities within the County; and 

• County representatives; and  

• Other interested parties. 

As a result of these meetings, the following conclusions were reached and 
recommendations for future action made: 

Conclusions 

(1) The development and implementation of a County Channel 
is consistent with the Strategic Plan and the Board action of 
July 15, 2003. 

(2) Existing County cable franchises for unincorporated areas 
contain an obligation for the dedication of a channel for 
exclusive County use, for reception and distribution of the 
channel programming and for interconnection of cable 
systems operating in the County. 

(3) Most current franchises do not contain financial support for 
expenditures associated with a County Channel, but 
anticipated renewal of 28 of the County’s 36 cable franchises 
due to expire in December 31, 2005 will provide the 
opportunity to negotiate some financial support from the 
cable operators. 

(4) Any financial support from the cable operators likely will be 
separately itemized on subscriber bills. 

(5) From a technology perspective, it is possible to distribute a 
County Channel signal to the major cable operators 
throughout the County, and to distribute the signal to most 
cable subscribers. 

(6) It is not clear whether the cable operators will volunteer to be 
supportive of the County efforts, or whether the County will 
have to attempt to enforce performance. 

(7) The County can learn from the experiences of other cities 
and counties that have developed Government Access 
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channels that are comparable to the desired County 
Channel. 

(8) The County should cultivate partnerships with cities in the 
County for programming and operating the County Channel.  
In particular, a partnership with the City of Los Angeles holds 
promise because of the City’s extensive operations, wide 
reach and proximity to the Hall of Administration. 

(9) For a County Channel to be successful there must be 
support for the development, operation and promotion at the 
highest levels of the County. 

(10) The County must be able to exercise patience in order for 
the County Channel to develop into its optimal configuration. 

Recommendations 

(1) The Board of Supervisors must determine whether to 
support the development and implementation of a County 
Channel. 

(2) If support is authorized, an initial project, or series of projects 
should be considered.  Three independent, or possibly 
concurrent, projects may be considered as logical first steps: 

(a) Implementing the existing County Code 
requirements that obligate County-franchised 
cable operators to receive and distribute the 
County Channel in unincorporated County areas.  
This may involve an expansion and 
enhancement of the programming currently 
offered over the closed circuit system within the 
Hall of Administration. 

(b) Partnering with the City of Santa Monica for the 
distribution of the County Channel in that City.  
Explore options to activate and program the 
County Channel in cooperation with the Los 
Angeles County Office of Education (LACOE).  
LACOE maintains a studio, playback system and 
message board application that would allow for 
the immediate distribution of County Channel 
programming.  First-year costs for this project 
are estimated by the City and LACOE to be 
approximately $52,500. 
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(c) Partnering with the City of Los Angeles in the 
development and distribution of programming to 
the approximately 38% of County residents who 
live in the City.  This effort should include further 
investigation by the County with regard to the 
City designating the County as the user of an 
available, but not yet activated City-wide Public 
Access channel.  The County should further 
work with the City to have a channel allocated to 
the County as part of the City’s franchise 
renewal process. 

(3) If the County Channel is authorized, the Board and the CAO 
should: 

• Require the County-franchised cable operators to fulfill 
requirements of their existing cable franchises to provide 
for receiving and distributing the County Channel in 
unincorporated County areas. 

• Support staff in partnering with incorporated cities and 
the ongoing building of relationships that mutually benefit 
the parties. 

• Support the negotiation of financial provisions for the 
County Channel in the forthcoming franchise renewals.   

• Support staff in articulating the benefits of the County 
Channel to cable subscribers. 

• Support the directing of County departments to 
coordinate efforts in the development of programming for 
the County Channel. 

• Support the development, operation and promotion of the 
County Channel both financially and administratively as 
feasible. 

• Support the initial start-up and expansion of the County 
Channel while exercising the patience that will be needed 
for the long-term development of a County Channel. 

(4) The Board should provide guidance to staff for long-term 
goals associated with the development and implementation 
of a County Channel that is consistent with the objectives of 
the Strategic Plan.  
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I. INTRODUCTION 

A. County Strategic Plan 

The County of Los Angeles Strategic Plan establishes goals and 
strategies for fulfilling the County mission to enrich lives through effective and 
caring service.  The Strategic Plan establishes eight goals and contains a 
number of strategies for accomplishing those goals. 

The Organizational Effectiveness Goal of the Strategic Plan includes a 
strategy to “develop a plan to convey a simple message that highlights to the 
public and County employees the positive impact the County is having.” 

Goal 3, Strategy 3, fifth objective of the Strategic Plan is to implement, on 
a pilot basis, a “County Channel” that will broadcast on cable television public 
information on County of Los Angeles (County) services and facilities, as well as 
major County issues, activities and events. 

The County’s Strategic Plan Communications Strategy Action Team, is 
responsible for implementing this objective of the County Strategic Plan.   The 
Communications Strategy Action Team is comprised of Department executives, 
press deputies for all five members of the Board of Supervisors and the Chair of 
the Quality and Productivity Commission. 

The Strategy Action team is supported by the Communications Support 
Group (CSG) which is comprised of staff from key County Departments including:  
Chief Administrative Officer, Chief Information Officer, Consumer Affairs, Human 
Resources and Internal Services. 

B. Board Direction 

Consistent with the Strategic Plan, the Board of Supervisors (Board) on 
the motion of Supervisor Yaroslavsky, at its meeting of July 15, 2003 instructed 
the Chief Administrative Officer (CAO) and the Director of the Department of 
Consumer Affairs (DCA) to: 

• Request all 88 cities in Los Angeles County to partner with 
the County in the development of a Los Angeles County 
governmental cable channel. 

• Work with the cities, beginning with the City of Los Angeles, 
and with interested cable operators and other media and 
communications interests in furtherance of this aim. 

• Report back to the Board within 90 days the progress made. 

Since the City of Los Angeles comprises about 38% of County residents, 
the Board also directed the Executive Officer of the Board to send letters to the 
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Mayor of the City of Los Angeles, the City Council President, the Chairman of the 
City Council’s Information Technology and General Services Committee and the 
President of the Board of Information Technology Commissioners requesting that 
the development of a dedicated channel for County-related programming and 
public service information be included in the Los Angeles City cable television 
needs assessment survey being conducted in conjunction with the City’s 
upcoming cable franchise renewal process. 

A copy of the Board action is included in Appendix A. 

C. County Implementation of Board Direction 

Each of the actions required by the Board on July 15 was completed 
within the timeframe established.  A copy of the CAO’s report to the Board is 
provided in Appendix B. 

To assist in the development of the County Channel, the CAO, through the 
DCA, retained the services of Telecommunications Management Corp. (TMC)1 in 
August 2003, to assist the CSG by performing the following tasks: 

• Meet with the representatives of the Communications 
Support Group to determine interests and to provide 
guidance on alternatives for the development and 
implementation of the County Channel. 

• Facilitate meetings with cable operators to ascertain 
technical capabilities and administrative concerns.  This 
included, but was not limited to Adelphia, Charter, Comcast, 
Cox and Time Warner. 

• Facilitate meetings with municipal representatives to 
examine the possibilities for joint efforts and shared use of 
facilities. 

• Provide a detailed description of alternatives to be 
considered for the implementation of the County Channel, 
including a pilot project or projects.  A description of these 
alternatives will include: A methodology for implementation, 
cost estimates, projected time estimates, and anticipated 
advantages or disadvantages of potential implementation. 

• Provide a written report summarizing all findings, 
conclusions and recommendations. 

                                            
1 TMC is an independent consulting firm that provides services exclusively to local cable 
franchising authorities such as the County. 
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This report fulfills the final item above. 

D. County Channel Background 

The County grants franchises to cable operators to serve the 
unincorporated areas of the County.  As of January 2003, approximately 111,000 
subscribers residing in unincorporated County areas receive cable service.  This 
is estimated at less than ten percent of the cable subscribers within the County.  
More than 90 percent of cable subscribers reside within the County’s 88 
incorporated cities. 

As of March 2004, the County has granted 36 franchises to eight cable 
companies.  Five companies hold 33 of the 36 franchises.  Although the 
franchise may be held by an entity with a different name, the five companies 
generally are known as: 

• Adelphia 

• Charter 

• Comcast 

• Cox 

• Time Warner. 

The 88 incorporated cities have the authority to grant franchises to provide 
cable service within their jurisdictional areas.   

Federal law permits local franchising authorities, such as the County and 
the 88 incorporated cities, to include provisions for Public, Educational and 
Governmental (“PEG”) Access in cable franchises.2 

Many of the cities are active in providing “Governmental Access” video 
programming.  Typically, this programming includes coverage of City Council and 
Commission meetings, community events and issues of local interest.  The 
development of a County Channel would be the County’s introduction into 
providing Government Access programming. 

The County Code contains obligations that apply to all cable television 
system franchises granted by the County. 3  Section 16.68.070 of the County 
Code establishes a requirement for an “Exclusive county use channel” as follows: 

                                            
2 47 U.S.C. 531 
 
3 County of Los Angeles Code Title 16, Division 4; Cable Television System Franchises 
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“Franchisee shall dedicate one channel for exclusive use by the 
county. In the event of incorporation of all or a portion of the 
franchise area, said channel shall remain dedicated for exclusive 
county use. Franchisee may utilize the exclusive county use 
channel until such time as the director provides franchisee with 60 
days prior written notification of intention to use the channel; 
provided, however, that prior to any such use by franchisee, 
franchisee shall give 60 days prior written notice by certified mail to 
the director of such use.” 

Section 16.68.090 of the County Code (“Return capability of exclusive 
county use channel and PEG channels”) establishes a requirement that the cable 
system operator(s) must provide for “return capability” to allow the County to 
send the County Channel to the cable operators for distribution to subscribers: 

“When required by the director, franchisee shall provide return 
capability channel(s) for use in connection with the exclusive county 
use channel and/or PEG channel(s). Said return capability may be 
provided on PEG channels.” 

Section 16.68.040 of the County Code (“Interconnection with other 
system”) establishes the ability for the County to require each franchised cable 
operator to interconnect cable systems: 

“A. The county reserves the right to require the franchisee to 
interconnect its cable television system with any other cable 
television system operating within the county of Los Angeles. For 
good cause shown, county may waive or defer this requirement to 
interconnect, or grant reasonable extensions of time, to comply 
with this requirement.  
 
B. For the purpose of this section, "interconnection" shall be 
defined as reception of or connection to those electronic signals 
which are delivered to the franchised cable television system by 
any foreign source for distribution via the cable television system. 
Such electronic signals shall be in a format acceptable (within the 
state-of-the-art technology) for unattended processing into radio 
frequency energy for retransmission into the cable television 
system.” 

With the majority of the County’s franchise agreements due to be 
considered for renewal within the next two years,4 the planning process for the 
County Channel contemplated by the Board may be supported by additional 
community benefits that may be negotiated as part of the renewal negotiations. 

                                            
4 28 of the County’s 36 franchises expire by December 31, 2005.   
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E. Current County Video Programming 

The County currently provides broadcast video coverage of Board 
meetings on Channel 58 – KLCS.  The County leases time on this broadcast 
channel for carriage of the meetings on a tape-delayed basis the night after the 
Board meeting.  

The Board meetings also are web-streamed live on the Internet and 
archived for future reference. 

The County carries the Board meetings on a live basis on an internal 
communications system within the Hall of Administration (HOA).  This internal 
network is viewed in the offices of the Board, department directors, and other 
locations within the HOA.  Approximately 50-60 locations are tied into this 
network.  When the Board meetings are not being carried, the channel carries 
“bulletin board” County information and photographs. 
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II. INFORMATION GATHERING PROCESS 

In order to gather information, explore options and develop partnerships 
regarding the feasibility of the County Channel, the Communications Support 
Group (CSG) was designated to assist in performing this analysis.  In addition to 
Telecommunications Management Corp. (TMC), the project team consisted of: 

Jaclyn Tilley Hill, Chair, Quality and Productivity Commission 
Lari Sheehan, Chief Administrative Office 
Fern Taylor, Department of Consumer Affairs 
Judy Hammond, Chief Administrative Office  
Evelyn Gutierrez, Commissioner, Quality and Productivity Commission 
Crystal Cooper-Murrell, Internal Services Department 
Sandy Blaydow, Department of Human Resources 
Jonathan Williams, Chief Information Office 

Advisors to the project team included: 

Michael J. Friedman, Telecommunications Management Corp. 
Jonathan L. Kramer, Kramer.Firm, Inc. 
Richard Quiñones, Los Angeles County Office of Education 
Robin Gee, City of Santa Monica 

Board of Supervisors project representatives included: 

Angie Castro, First District 
John Hill, Second District 
Glenda Wina, Second District 
Alisa Katz, Third District 
Joel Bellman, Third District 
John Musella, Fourth District 
Tony Bell, Fifth District 

The process included the following: 

• Communications and meetings with representatives of the 88 
incorporated cities within the County; and 

• Communications and meetings with the largest cable system 
operators within the County; and 

• Internal meetings with County representatives; and  

• Contacts with other parties who may be a resource to any County 
Channel effort. 

• Providing progress updates at the monthly CSG meetings. 
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Greater detail on these meetings is provided below. 

A. Contacts with Incorporated Cities 

As part of the information gathering process, the City Manager in each 
City was sent a letter from the County’s Chief Administrative Officer explaining 
the County’s interest in working with each City in furtherance of the County 
Channel. 

TMC and members of the project team followed up on this initial contact 
with many cities in the County.  A list of the cities contacted by TMC is provided 
in Figure 1.  

The principal project representatives at these meetings were Jaclyn Tilley-
Hill (Quality and Productivity Commission), Lari Sheehan (CAO), Fern Taylor 
(DCA) and Michael Friedman (TMC).   

While all 88 incorporated cities within the County are important, the Board 
recognized that certain cities are of critical strategic importance.  For example, 
the July 15 Board action notes that the City of Los Angeles comprises about 38% 
of County residents.   

Meetings were held with the representatives of the City of Los Angeles 
Information Technology Agency (the department responsible for regulating the 
City’s cable franchises) on October 15 and December 15, 2003. 

Additional in-person meetings were held with representatives from: 

• Cities of Lancaster, Palmdale and Santa Clarita on 
December 15, 2003. 

• Cities of Burbank, Glendale and Pasadena on December 18, 
2003. 

• Attendance at the San Gabriel Council of Governments 
meeting on January 15, 2004. 

• City of Long Beach on January 28, 2004. 

• Cities of Lawndale and Hawthorne on November 24, 2003 
and these two Cities together with El Segundo, Gardena and 
Torrance on January 29, 2004. 

• Cities of Beverly Hills, Culver City, Santa Monica and West 
Hollywood on February 11, 2004. 

• Attendance at the Gateway Cities Council of Governments 
meeting on May 5, 2004. 
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FIGURE 1 

TMC CONTACTS WITH CITIES WITHIN LOS ANGELES COUNTY 

REGARDING THE COUNTY CHANNEL 

Agoura Hills Duarte* Pasadena* 
Alhambra* El Monte* Pico Rivera** 
Arcadia* Glendale* Pomona* 
Artesia** Glendora* Rosemead* 
Avalon** Hawaiian Gardens** San Dimas* 
Azusa* Hawthorne San Fernando* 
Baldwin Park* Industry* San Gabriel* 
Bell** Irwindale* San Marino* 
Bellflower** La Cañada Flintridge* Santa Clarita** 
Bell Gardens** La Habra Heights** Santa Fe Springs 
Beverly Hills La Mirada** Santa Monica 
Bradbury* La Verne* Sierra Madre* 
Burbank* Lakewood** Signal Hill** 
Calabasas Lancaster South El Monte* 
Carson Lawndale South Gate** 
Cerritos** Long Beach** South Pasadena* 
Claremont* Los Angeles Temple City* 
Cerritos Lynwood** Torrance 
Commerce** Maywood** Vernon** 
Compton** Monrovia* Walnut* 
Cudahy** Montebello* West Covina* 
Culver City Monterey Park* West Hollywood 
Covina* Norwalk** Whittier** 
Diamond Bar* Palmdale  
Downey** Paramount** <73 Cities Total> 

* Member of the San Gabriel Valley Council of Governments (SGVCOG).  TMC also had direct 
contacts with the following SGVCOG members: Burbank, El Monte, Glendale, La Cañada 
Flintridge, La Puente, Pasadena, Pico Rivera, Pomona and West Covina. 

** Member of the Gateway Cities Council of Governments (GCCOG).  TMC also had direct 
contacts with the following GCCOG members: Artesia, Bellflower, Cerritos, Commerce, La 
Mirada, Lakewood, Long Beach and Pico Rivera. 
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• Several meetings were held with a representative of the City 
of Santa Monica, to discuss opportunities for introduction 
and administration of the County Channel.  This is discussed 
further in Section V.  

At each meeting, the city representatives were informed of the County’s 
interest in establishing the County Channel.  Key concerns and opportunities are 
provided in Sections IV and V below. 

It is noted that many of the cities within the County either are, or soon will 
be, in franchise renewal negotiations with their cable provider.  This renewal 
window may present an opportunity for the County with regard to channel 
availability and possible partnerships. 

B. Contacts with Cable Service Providers 

Three meetings were held with the five major cable system operators 
providing service within the unincorporated areas of the County:  Adelphia, 
Charter, Comcast, Cox and Time Warner.5 

Each of the operators indicated a willingness to meet with the County, as 
evidenced by their universal attendance at the meetings.  The meetings focused 
on the technology issues of distributing the County Channel to the operators 
throughout the County (both in unincorporated and incorporated areas).  The 
cable operators also expressed some of their concerns with regard to a County 
Channel, and these are addressed in Section V below. 

C. Contacts with County of Los Angeles 

As noted above, TMC has participated in the monthly meetings of the 
CSG, which has included participation from the each of the five Board offices, the 
CAO, the Quality and Productivity Commission, Chief Information Office, 
Department of Consumer Affairs, Department of Human Resources and Internal 
Services Department. 

At each meeting, TMC updated the attendees on the project status and 
invited suggestions with regard to possible directions for the County Channel. 

Members of the project team, including TMC, also have meet with the 
press deputies of several Board offices to provide additional updates and receive 
comments and suggestions. 

                                            
5 Representatives of Altrio Communications also participated in the meetings.  Altrio provides 
cable service to a small portion of the San Gabriel Valley, including certain unincorporated areas 
under the terms of an “Open Video System” agreement.  Altrio’s ownership currently is in the 
process of being changed. 
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As noted in D(1) below, the CSG also has started the development of a 
central video tape programming repository of materials that have been produced 
by County departments. 

D. Contacts with Other Parties 

TMC also contacted several other entities to explore options that might be 
available to the County.  For example, the County may be interested in obtaining 
quality programming from others to assist in a more rounded channel line-up to 
County Channel viewers.  In addition to materials that might be available from the 
cities within the County, a number of organizations provide free or inexpensive 
programming. 

(1) Programming Resources 

The CSG has started the development of a central repository for existing 
video programming that has been produced by County departments.  Sheriff, Fire 
and the Department of Public Social Services (DPSS) are among the 
departments that create videos for the public and for internal training.  Some 
departments also have their own studio facilities.  These existing resources may 
be utilized in the development and implementation of a County Channel. 

The Los Angeles County Office of Education (LACOE) has an extensive 
video operation in Downey.  This includes a studio, playback facility and a 
satellite uplink.  LACOE has expressed its interest in exploring participation on 
the County Channel. 

The University of California has a television network, known as UCTV, 
which provides free video programming via satellite.  While UCTV would prefer to 
have a dedicated channel of its own, its representatives indicated a willingness to 
provide its programming on an “as needed” basis.  Information regarding UCTV 
can be found at www.uctv.tv. 

Community Media Television (Comet) is a volunteer organization that 
provides low cost government access programming for sharing among 
participants.  Costs are for copying and distributing tapes.  Information about 
Comet can be found at http://www.scannatoa.org/Comet/cometindex.html.6 

The Alliance for Community website (www.alliancecm.org) includes a list 
of programming that is available at cost or at no charge.  Included on the website 
are: 

                                            
6 Comet is part of the States of California and Nevada (SCAN) Chapter of the National 
Association of Telecommunications Officers and Advisors (NATOA).  Disclosure:  Michael J. 
Friedman, Vice President of Telecommunications Management Corp., serves on the Board of 
Directors of SCAN NATOA. 
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• Annenberg/CPB Channel (free satellite channel) 
Website: www.learner.org/channel 

• Air Force Television News (free satellite or video tape) 
Website: www.afnews.af.mil 

• Army Newswatch (free) 
Website: www.army.mil/srtv/ 

• Education News Parents Can Use from the  
Department of Education (registration required) 
Website: www.ed.gov/news/av/video/edtv/index.html 

• NASA Center for Distance Learning 
Website: http://dlcenter.larc.nasa.gov 

• RIF Exchange Program from Reading is Fundamental (RIF) 
(free satellite channel) 
Website: www.rifnet.org 

In addition to the NASA programming listed above, NASA TV 
(www.nasa.gov/multimedia/nasatv/) also provides real time programs regarding 
space agency activities. 

(2) Other Resources 

With the goal of facilitating learning from the experiences of others, SCAN 
NATOA and FrameRate Corporation have put together a document titled 
“Creating a Government Access Channel – A Practical Guide to the Issues, 
Options, and Costs for Starting a Government Cable Channel.”  A copy of this 
112 page report is available from the Department of Consumer Affairs, 
Telecommunications Franchising. 

On December 11, 2003, the project team members met with 
representatives from the County of San Diego to obtain first hand experience of 
another county in the development and operations of a County Channel.  Details 
of this visit are described in Section IV.A(4) of this report.   

TMC, along with County staff, also attended a demonstration in the City of 
Commerce of relatively sophisticated playback equipment developed by Multi-
Image Network of Chico, California.  Multi-Image is one of several entities that 
provide this type of equipment.  Features of the equipment include the ability to 
combine full motion video and text programming.  Information about Multi-Image 
is available at www.dcsi.net/~min/. 

If the County Channel is activated, these and similar options will warrant 
additional investigation. 
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III. TECHNOLOGY ISSUES 

In order for a County Channel to be distributed to cable subscribers, three 
critical issues must be addressed: 

• Programming must be developed for distribution; and 

• The programming must be received by the cable operators 
in the County; and 

• The cable operators must distribute the programming to their 
subscribers. 

The development of programming is not a “technology” issue within the 
scope of this report.  However, the other two items were investigated during this 
project. 

A series of meetings were held with the County’s major cable providers.  
The County’s technical consultant, Jonathan Kramer of Kramer.Firm, Inc. 
provided guidance and assistance on this aspect of the County Channel 
investigation.  Meetings were held on August 15, September 18 and October 17, 
2003.  The October meeting involved the technical staff from Adelphia, Altrio, 
Charter, Comcast, Cox and Time Warner, as well as an engineer from the City of 
Los Angeles Department of Information Technology. 

It is noted that the cable operators, in general, were cooperative in 
meeting with the County to discuss the County Channel.  However, the cable 
operators did not appear to be particularly supportive with regard to the 
prospects of carrying a County Channel.  The reasons for this apparent lack of 
enthusiasm include, but are not limited to unsubstantiated claims of: 

• Restricted channel capacity7 

• Loss of revenue that could occur due to any channel that 
might need to be dropped to accommodate the County 
Channel 

                                            
7 Federal regulations require that government access channels be carried on the lowest price tier 
of basic cable service.  This level of service typically is full, which would require dropping or 
relocating a channel to accommodate the County Channel. 
 
The pertinent Federal regulation is 47 C.F.R. 76.901 “The basic service tier shall, at a minimum, 
include all signals of domestic television broadcast stations provided to any subscriber (except a 
signal secondarily transmitted by satellite carrier beyond the local service area of such station, 
regardless of how such signal is ultimately received by the cable system) any public, educational, 
and governmental programming required by the franchise to be carried on the basic tier, and any 
additional video programming signals [or] service added to the basic tier by the cable operator.” 
. 
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• Costs for signal reception and distribution that would have to 
be passed on to subscribers 

• The competitive disadvantage of having an obligation that 
satellite providers do not have.8 

The cable operators did not explicitly indicate that they would not comply 
with the obligations of their franchises, but some of the company representatives 
encouraged the County to “think outside the box” in accomplishing the County 
Channel goal.  The cable providers were unable to provide specific examples of 
proposals of such forward thinking that would be consistent with Federal law, 
their franchise obligations and the County’s desire to reach the greatest potential 
number of subscribers. 

The City of Los Angeles’ participation in these meetings was valuable for a 
number of reasons: 

(1) Aside from the potential benefit of the County and the City working 
together and sharing resources, the City already is originating 
programming for distribution by Adelphia, Comcast, Cox and Time 
Warner.9  The Los Angeles Government Access channel (Channel 
35) originates from the City studio facility in the 100 block of South 
San Pedro Street in downtown Los Angeles, where the signal is 
then transmitted to Comcast’s technical facility in Baldwin Hills 
(fiber optic link provided by Comcast).  From this Comcast location, 
fiber connections are run to each of the other three operators 
(Adelphia, Cox and Time Warner).  The other providers pick up the 
signal from Comcast, using an all-fiber interconnect, and transport 
the signal to each local technical center (called the “headend”). 

(2) This fiber interconnect is owned and operated by the cable 
operators (not the City of Los Angeles).  However, it appears that 
the only programming carried on this interconnect is Los Angeles 
City Channels 35 and 36.10  Since one fiber can carry all of the 
programming received by cable subscribers, it may be possible to 
add the County Channel to this interconnect for distribution. 

                                            
8 Satellite providers, such as Dish and DirecTV, do not occupy the County’s public rights-of-way.  
Companies that occupy the County’s rights-of-way must obtain a franchise from the County [47 
U.S.C. 541(b)].  A County Channel would provide cable operators with a service not available on 
satellite. 
 
9 Charter has one small franchise area in the City of Los Angeles area adjacent to Malibu, and 
does not participate in the Channel 35 interconnect. 
 
10 Channel 36 originates from Adelphia’s headend in Santa Monica and carries Educational 
Access programming for the City of Los Angeles. 
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(3) For their own purposes, cable operators are interconnecting their 
headends in the region using fiber optic cables.  For example, in 
the not to distant future, Adelphia’s internal interconnect will reach 
from Santa Monica to Palmdale to the Inland Empire.  Significant 
portions of the operators’ interconnects already are in place. 

(4) Getting the signal from the County (presumably, the Hall of 
Administration) to a cable operator also is possible.  Comcast holds 
the City of Los Angeles franchise in the downtown area, where the 
Hall of Administration (HOA) is located.  Despite repeated County 
requests, Comcast declined to provide information with regard to 
availability of “return path” lines that might run near the HOA. 

(5) Even lacking this information from Comcast, other options are 
available to the County, including: 

• Develop an agreement with the City of Los Angeles 
whereby signal is provided from the HOA to the City’s 
San Pedro Street facility for pick-up by Comcast and 
distribution to the other operators. 

• The County currently provides video of the Board 
meetings to the major television news outlets located in 
Hollywood by means of a high-speed data link (often 
called the “Hollywood Hub”).  If signal from the 
Hollywood Hub can be connected to a cable operator, 
this could provide access to the existing fiber 
interconnect. 

Carrying the County Channel on the existing interconnect would impose 
relatively small costs on the cable operators compared with the cost involved in 
constructing a separate interconnect.  New one-time costs of approximately 
$4,000 per operator might be needed to receive and transmit the County 
Channel on the fiber interconnect.11  It may be appropriate for the County to 
consider reimbursing these costs.   

However, additional equipment costs associated with inserting the County 
Channel on the cable systems may not be appropriate for cost reimbursement by 
the County, since the obligation to provide the County Channel is an existing 
requirement in the County franchises for the unincorporated areas. 

In an ideal situation, the County Channel would be carried on the same 
channel number (e.g., Channel 10) on all cable systems throughout the County.  

                                            
11 The cost would be for transceivers, or modulators and demodulators. 
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This will involve working closely with the cable operators and cities to determine 
channel availability and other issues that may be involved. 

While distribution of the County Channel to cable providers is feasible, 
some of the cable operators have indicated that they only would carry the County 
Channel in unincorporated areas, and not carry the signal in the 88 incorporated 
cities.  These same operators have suggested that the County will have to 
negotiate agreements with each of the 88 cities in order to secure carriage.12 

From a technology perspective, delivery of the County Channel signal to 
cable operators is the same whether the cable operators then distribute the 
signal in unincorporated areas, incorporated cities or both.  A cable operator 
decision to provide the County Channel only to unincorporated areas is based on 
policy or costs, and not technology concerns. 

The operators generally would prefer to place the County Channel on a 
digital tier of service, where there may be many more unused channels available.  
However, this would be inconsistent with requirements of Federal regulations13 
(which require carriage on the basic service tier) and the County’s desire to reach 
the greatest number of viewers.14 

In summary, technology issues will not limit the implementation of the 
County Channel.  The willingness of the cable operators to accommodate the 
County may be the key variable. 

                                            
12 The same operators also have implied that a city would not be within its legal authority to allow 
the County to utilize a local franchise access channel.  No legal basis for this opinion has been 
provided.  
 
13 See footnote 7. 
 
14 Less than 50% of the homes in County of Los Angeles currently subscribe to a digital tier of 
service. 
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IV. GOVERNMENT ACCESS OPERATIONS 

Many communities in Southern California and nationally have a 
Government Access channel that is similar in nature to what the County of Los 
Angeles may be interested in developing.  The experiences of others can be a 
valuable resource to the County, and can help overcome the obstacles other 
communities have encountered.  Many of these communities also produce 
programming that may be of interest to County residents, and provide a mutually 
beneficial resource for all. 

County representatives and TMC visited several local municipal 
programming operations to assess the types issues involved in programming a 
local channel.  Additional communities were visited for this report as part of the 
County’s effort to initiate the partnering that will be critical to the development of 
the County Channel.   

Summary information is provided below for some of the contacts made.15 

A. Sample Municipal Government Access Operations 

(1) City of Los Angeles 

Two meetings were held with representatives of the City of Los Angeles 
Information Telecommunications Agency (ITA).  The October 15, 2003 meeting 
was a one-on-one with the ITA Assistant General Manager, while the December 
15, 2003 meeting was with five members of the ITA staff.  The second meeting 
also included a tour of the City’s downtown Los Angeles studio facilities located 
on South San Pedro Street. 

There are 630,000 subscribers in fourteen franchise areas within the City.  
The City receives approximately $23 million in franchise fees, with approximately 
40% of this total (or approximately $9 million) utilized to run the cable division, 
which includes Channels 35 and 36.16  The City’s Channel 35 budget is 
approximately $1.5 million annually, of which $400,000 is budgeted for 
equipment and maintenance.  The City’s studio was reconstructed three years 
ago, at a cost of $3 million.  The channel is operated by 18 full-time equivalents 
and 50 contract employees. 

The cable operators serving the City have provided interconnects to 
distribute programming for Channels 35 and 36.  The Channel 35 interconnect 
receives its signal directly from the Channel 35 studio located in downtown Los 

                                            
15 These samples were not selected to be representative of all municipal programming 
operations.   
 
16 As previously noted Channel 35 is for Government Access programming, while Channel 36 is 
characterized as Educational Access. 
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Angeles.  As noted in Section III, these interconnects may be a key issue in the 
distribution of any County Channel signal. 

The existing City cable franchises call for a City-wide Public Access 
channel that has not been activated.  City staff has indicated that it may be 
possible for the County to be designated as a user of this channel. 

The City representatives contacted indicated support for working with the 
County from both the City Council and the department.  Staff indicated that, since 
the City is currently within its franchise renewal window, the County’s interest 
was timely.  However, concern was expressed that any renewal benefit achieved 
on behalf of the County could represent a possible loss of other benefits to the 
City. 

(2) City of Long Beach 

City of Long Beach representatives hosted the County at a meeting on 
January 28, 2004.  The City’s cable franchise has a provision for eight 
community channels, all of which currently are programmed.17   

The City channel has been run by the same individual for the past 23 
years (since inception).  An estimated $1-2 million in capital has been invested 
over the years, with a current annual operating budget of $700,000.  Long Beach 
works primarily with contractors, employing only two full-time individuals directly 
responsible for the City channel.  For example, professional on-screen 
personalities are hired by the City to create a more “polished” product. 

Franchise fees to the City are approximately $2.5 million annually, of 
which $200,000 is allocated for City television.  The cable operator provides an 
additional $500,000 grant per year to support local programming as required by 
its franchise with the City.   

There are approximately 90,000 subscribers in the City.   

A sample weekly programming schedule is provided in Appendix C. 

(3) Cities of Burbank, Glendale and Pasadena 

A joint meeting of the Cities of Burbank, Glendale and Pasadena was held 
on December 18, 2003 in the City of Glendale.18  Each of the Cities operates its 

                                            
17 The City government programming is on Channel 8.  Additional channels are provided for 
California State University Long Beach, Long Beach City College, Long Beach Unified School 
District, the Libraries, Public Access and two channels for internal fire and police use. 
 
18 La Cañada Flintridge was invited, but the representative was unable to attend due to a City 
emergency.  A meeting follow-up telephone conversation was held with the City representative. 
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local government channel out of the office of the Public Information Officer (PIO).  
Each City’s operations is summarized as follows: 

• Burbank currently programs one channel, and may soon be 
activating a second channel.  The total PIO budget of less 
than $400,000 includes cable operations.  The City’s 
franchise agreement includes financial support for PEG 
Access (2% of gross revenues in addition to the franchise 
fee), but the City has not elected to impose this fee.  The 
City has an unused channel that it would be willing to make 
available to the County. 

• Glendale programs two channels, with an additional channel 
available for educational users.  The budget for the channels 
is approximately $525,000.  The channels are run by six full-
time equivalents and one intern.  The City receives 2% of 
gross revenues (in addition to the franchise fee) from its 
franchise agreement with Charter.  A portion of this support 
is dedicated to educational users.  The City recently 
completed constructing a new state-of-the art studio and 
supporting facility, at a cost of approximately $1,600,000.  
Much of the monies used for the studio were provided by the 
cable operator as a settlement for franchise non-compliance 
issues (other budget sources were utilized as well).  The City 
is concerned that any benefit provided to the County might 
reduce the benefits received by the City as part of the City’s 
forthcoming franchise renewal negotiations. 

• The City of Pasadena operates local programming through a 
contract with Pasadena Community Access Corp. (PCAC).  
There is a $237,000 budget for three channels (one each for 
public, educational and governmental access).  PCAC 
employs eight full-time equivalents, plus four or five part-time 
staff.  The Pasadena representatives were unable to indicate 
with any certainty the willingness of the City to support a 
County Channel. 

Collectively, the Cities serve more than 100,000 subscribers. 

(4) County of San Diego 

A County of Los Angeles contingent toured the San Diego County studio 
facilities on December 11, 2003.   

The San Diego operation started as a radio broadcast of Board meetings 
in the 1970’s.  In the 1980’s, video coverage of Board of Supervisors meetings 
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was introduced. The County Office of Education provided the labor to cover the 
meetings. 

In the 1990’s, the channel became a full-time operation, eventually 
becoming a separate department.  Today, the department has 21 full-time 
equivalent employees handling press and media operations for the County. 

There are three major cable providers in the County:  Adelphia, Cox and 
Time Warner.  There are approximately 800,000 subscribers in the entire County, 
with approximately 90-95,000 in unincorporated areas. 

The department budget is approximately $2.1 million, with $1.5 million for 
operating “CTN” (County Television Network).  Funding comes from franchise 
fees.  Additional information can be found at www.ctn.org. 

CTN is preempted in some incorporated areas by the local city channel.  
This is the result of incorporated cities recently developing government 
programming, where previously the County was the only Government Access 
programmer.  In some cases, these cities had County franchises and as part of 
incorporation inherited franchise documents and County programming.  In these 
communities, capacity is not being provided for separate city and county 
channels. 

When asked, Barry Fraser, Assistant Director of the Media and Public 
Relations Department indicated that the key thing the County would have done 
differently was to have “worked more closely with the cities in the County to 
cultivate relationships.” 

A sample weekly programming schedule is provided in Appendix D. 

B. Common Issues 

A number of communities indicated that their current cable franchise 
agreements provided for local access channels that currently were not in use.  
Some indicated that all franchise-required channels were in use, and that no 
additional space was currently available, and may not become available until the 
existing franchise documents were renegotiated during renewal. 

In general, the position of those cities that indicated a preliminary 
willingness to provide the County with a fallow city channel was generally 
tempered with the concern that providing the County a channel could impact the 
benefits the city receives today or in a future franchise renewal.  Also, some city 
representatives indicated a concern that a County Channel would end up as a 
cost to the City or the cable subscribers within the city. 

The meetings generated some insight, which may be considered “generic” 
to the development and implementation of a local programming channel: 
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• Start slow and build.  Do not expect to go from zero to a 24/7/365 
operation overnight. 

• Think long-term. 

• Share resources. 

• Develop partnerships with other entities doing similar activities. 

• Involve the County cities and the cable operators in the process. 

• The support and commitment from the highest political and 
administrative levels for the development, operation and promotion 
of the channel is critical. 

• Having the right personnel is a key to driving the development of a 
channel. 

• Provide for channel capacity and financial support for programming 
equipment and operations as part of the cable franchise renewals. 

• Ensure that the channel will be beneficial for all parties. 
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V. OPTIONS, COSTS AND CHALLENGES 

A. Options 

(1) Short Term 

For the next 12-24 months, any or all of three County Channel options 
may be implemented: 

• Service to Unincorporated County Areas 
All current County cable franchises obligate each cable 
operator to receive19 and carry20 an “exclusive County use 
channel” in the unincorporated areas of the County.  The 
franchises also allow the County to require the cable 
operators to interconnect each cable system with other cable 
systems within the County.21 
 
The County can direct each County-franchised cable 
operator to fulfill these existing obligations.  This would 
provide for County Channel carriage in unincorporated 
County areas, and possibly include some incorporated areas 
as well.22 
 
Initially, programming on the County Channel may involve an 
expansion and enhancement of the programming currently 
offered over the closed circuit system within the Hall of 
Administration.  This includes coverage of Board meetings 
and other activities originating from the Boardroom plus a 
bulletin board schedules and information, as well as 
photographs of County locations. 
 
This system could be enhanced to carry additional videos 
from County departments.  For the most part, existing staff 
could be utilized, with relatively small expenditures for 
additional equipment. 

                                            
19 County Code Section 16.68.090 (“Return capability for exclusive county use channel and PEG 
channels”). 
 
20 County Code Section 16.68.070 (“Exclusive county use channel”). 
 
21 County Code Section 16.68.040 (“Interconnection with other systems). 
 
22 As noted in Section III of this report, from a technology perspective, delivery of County Channel 
signal to cable operators is the same whether the cable operator(s) then elects to distribute the 
County Channel in unincorporated areas, incorporated cities or both.  Also indicated in Section III 
and V.B(1) is the apparent lack of support of the cable operators for carrying a County Channel. 
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• Santa Monica and LACOE 
The City of Santa Monica has an unused cable channel that, 
under the terms of the City’s agreement with Adelphia, may 
be used for regional governmental communications.  The 
City, working cooperatively with the Los Angeles County 
Office of Education (LACOE) has indicated an interest in 
exploring options to partner with the County on the County 
Channel.  In such a partnership, it is contemplated that the 
City and LACOE would prepare programs for airing, 
schedule programs, create bulletin board listings and 
coordinate listings in channel guides. 
 
For one year, Santa Monica and LACOE estimate that the 
cost to the County would be approximately $52,500.  This 
expense includes system, data link costs, equipment, 
supplies and labor.23 
 
The Adelphia cable system that serves the City of Santa 
Monica also serves as the origination point for the City of 
Los Angeles Channel 36 (Educational Access).  This 
provides a potential means of expansion of the County 
Channel to other communities served by Adelphia as well 
other operators who receive signal on the Los Angeles City 
fiber interconnect. 

• City of Los Angeles 
The County and the City should continue to build on the 
relationships that have been developed as part of the 
investigation of the County Channel project.  The existing 
City franchises call for a City-wide Public Access channel 
that has not been activated.  It may be possible for the 
County to be designated as the user of this channel.  
Additionally, it may be possible for the County and City to 
partner in the use of existing City personnel and facilities, 
plus access to the interconnect used for Channel 35, to 
distribute programming throughout the City, and potentially 
throughout the County. 
 
Costs associated with this option will depend on the nature 
and extent of the partnership established by the parties. 

                                            
23 All costs and services are subject to negotiations with the City of Santa Monica and LACOE.  
The data links are contemplated to involve SBC and Verizon.  One-time equipment expenditures 
are approximately 40% of the total estimated costs.  Data link expenses could be eliminated if the 
cable operators fulfill their existing franchise obligation regarding receiving the County Channel 
(County Code Section 16.68.090). 
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(2) Intermediate Term 

Over a 12 to 48 month period the County can continue to develop and 
expand the County Channel.  At some point, the County may wish to designate 
specific staff responsibilities for operating the County Channel.  Program 
production and coordination costs can vary over an extremely wide range.  Over 
time, it is possible that annual costs could be comparable to the City of Los 
Angeles and the County of San Diego ($1-1.5 million per year).  Capital 
expenditures will depend on the extent that partnerships are established and 
resources shared.  For example, it likely will be less expensive to partner with the 
City of Los Angeles to utilize their $3 million studio than it would be to construct a 
dedicated County facility.   

Additionally, if production facilities are desired in some or all of the 
Supervisorial districts, it may be more efficient economically to partner with cities 
that already have extensive operations (e.g., Long Beach, Lakewood, Torrance, 
Santa Monica, Glendale, Santa Clarita).  This relationship building should be part 
of an ongoing process. 

Many cities within the County also are, or soon will be, in the renewal 
process, and the County should cultivate relationships to have channel capacity 
designated for the County Channel any renewed city franchise. 

Another key partner will be the cable operators.  Most of the County’s 
cable franchises are due to be renewed by December 31, 2005.  This may 
present the opportunity for the County to obtain financial support for the County 
Channel and possibly carriage in both incorporated and unincorporated areas.24 

(3) Ongoing 

The ongoing goal of the County is for the County Channel to reach all 
cable subscribers in the incorporated and unincorporated areas of the County of 
Los Angeles in accordance with the Strategic Plan to provide a full range of 
public information on County services and facilities, as well as major County 
issues, activities and events. 

B. Challenges 

While the County Channel may present valuable opportunities for the 
County, its employees and residents, there likely will be a number of challenges 
for the County to accomplish its goals. 

                                            
24 Typically, financial support can be negotiated for capital expenditures associated with PEG 
Access, such as the County Channel.  Certain provisions of Federal law may be interpreted to 
limit or disallow support for operating expenses and making it part of the franchise fee [47 U.S.C. 
542(g)].  Federal law states that cable operators are permitted to itemize the costs of this support 
as a separate line-item on subscriber bills [47 U.S.C. 542(c)]. 
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(1) Cable Providers 

If all of the major cable providers were to agree to cooperate with the 
County in the establishment and carriage of a County Channel, achieving the 
County’s goals would be greatly simplified. 

Despite clear contractual obligations, it appears likely that the cable 
operators are not likely to be enthusiastic participants in this process.  The cable 
operators see their channel capacity as a scarce resource, and a “give away” of 
part of that resource for a non-revenue generating purpose (or possibly one that 
costs money) is not considered in their best interest. 

Based on cable operator reaction to date, it is possible that cable operator 
cooperation may not be as reasonable or as prompt as the County would desire, 
and may result in delays and/or litigation.   

The cable operators may attempt to position themselves as trying to keep 
subscriber rates low(er) by claiming that the imposition of the County obligations 
will result in increased rates and subscriber dissatisfaction due to the loss of a 
commercial channel to accommodate the County Channel. 

Some of the operators have already expressed a desire to place any 
County Channel on a digital tier of service.  This may expedite and encourage 
the participation of the cable operators.  However, such an action would limit the 
possible viewing audience (less than 50% of current cable subscribers have 
access to digital tiers) and, as previously noted, appears to be contrary to the 
requirement under Federal regulation that all PEG Access channels be carried 
on the (analog) basic service tier.25 

The cable operators may contend that an incorporated city is not permitted 
to designate the County as an eligible user of a PEG Access channel in that 
community.26  If this argument is successful, it could frustrate the widest possible 
distribution of the County Channel. 

It also is possible that the operators will refuse to permit use, or require 
payment for use, of the cable operator interconnect already in place for the City 
of Los Angeles Channel 35.  Again, this appears to be contrary to the obligation 
that exists in the current County cable franchises. 

At least one of the operators has verbally indicated the desire to be paid 
for fulfilling its existing contractual obligation to provide the County Channel. 

                                            
25 See footnote 7. 
 
26 At least one of the cable operators already has made such a claim, although no legal basis for 
this position has been provided. 
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While it is believed that many of the cable operators’ positions are without 
merit, they may have the consequence of delaying the widespread 
implementation of the County Channel. 

(2) Cities 

Many cities already have expressed both an interest and a willingness to 
work with the County, while at the same time expressing concerns.  The 
concerns include: 

• A reduction of city franchise benefits in exchange for a 
County benefit (a channel) 

• The County providing the service for free initially, but 
requesting or requiring financial support later. 

• Conflicting agendas between the County and city. 

• A failure of the County and city to partner in cable 
programming efforts. 

Each of these concerns can be addressed by County actions over time by 
cultivating relationships and building partnerships.  The County should actively 
explore options and actions that will be mutually beneficial to the County and the 
partnering city. 

(3) County 

The administrative structure of the County is large and diverse.  On 
occasion, there may be competing internal interests within the large context of 
providing service to the residents of the County.  Just as the County will likely 
need to partner with cities, cable operators and others, County departments also 
will need to partner for the common goals and opportunities presented by the 
County Channel. 

This report has not been charged with reviewing or determining the 
financial viability or funding resources for a County Channel.  A Government 
Access channel is a resource for the distribution of information to a wide 
audience in a timely manner.  Any value would be difficult to quantify monetarily. 

For a County Channel to be successful, it likely will be critical that the 
effort have the direct support of the Board of Supervisors and the CAO.  This will 
include: 

• Requiring the County-franchised cable operators to fulfill 
requirements of their existing cable franchises to provide for 
receiving and distributing the County Channel in 
unincorporated County areas. 
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• Supporting staff in partnering with incorporated cities and the 
ongoing building of relationships that mutually benefit the 
parties. 

• Supporting the negotiation of financial support for the County 
Channel in the forthcoming franchise renewals.  This may 
include financial provisions that may be separately itemized 
on subscriber bills. 

• Support staff in articulating the benefits of the County 
Channel to cable subscribers. 

• Supporting the directing of County departments to 
coordinate efforts in the development of programming for the 
County Channel. 

• Supporting the development, operation and promotion of the 
County Channel both financially and administratively. 

• Supporting the initial start-up and expansion of the County 
Channel while exercising the patience that will be needed for 
the long-term development of a County Channel. 

(4) Cable Subscribers and Residents 

Any County Channel carried on cable systems will be provided to and 
received by cable system subscribers.  While many benefits can be associated 
with a County Channel, it is possible that some cable subscribers and residents 
may not perceive the benefits of the County Channel to outweigh the associated 
“costs.”  Costs may include: 

• Short-term subscriber confusion with regard to a new 
channel line-up with regard to any channel relocated or 
removed to accommodate the County Channel, as well as 
concerns with regard to the “lost” channel. 

• Itemized financial support for the County Channel on 
monthly bills provided by cable operators to subscribers in 
unincorporated areas.  This would be the result of the 
County successfully negotiating financial support for the 
County in cable franchise renewals.27   

• If the County Channel replaces (instead of supplements) the 
current Board meeting coverage on KLCS, those County 

                                            
27 See footnote 24. 
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residents without cable service may be concerned with 
regard to the loss of Board meeting coverage. 

The County should be aware of these concerns as part of its decision-
making process. 
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VI. FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

A. Findings 

The findings of this report include the following: 

(1) A “County Channel” is consistent with the County of Los 
Angeles Strategic Plan. 

(2) At its meeting of July 15, 2003, the Board of Supervisors, on 
the motion of Supervisor Yaroslavsky, directed the Chief 
Administrative Officer and Director of the Department of 
Consumer Affairs to request that all 88 cities in the County 
partner with the County in the development of a Los Angeles 
County government cable channel. 

(3) Existing cable franchises for unincorporated County areas 
contain a requirement for an “Exclusive County Use 
Channel.” 

(4) 28 of the County’s 36 cable franchises expire by December 
31, 2005. 

(5) Many of the cable franchises in the 88 incorporated cities, 
including the City of Los Angeles, either are in, or soon will 
be in, franchise renewal negotiations. 

(6) The franchise renewal process may provide an opportunity 
for obtaining support from cable operators for a County 
Channel. 

(7) From a technology perspective, delivery of the County 
Channel signal to cable operators is the same whether the 
cable operators then distribute the signal in unincorporated 
areas, incorporated cities or both. 

(8) A cable operator decision to provide the County Channel 
only to unincorporated areas is based on policy or costs and 
not technology concerns. 

(9) The operators generally would prefer to place the County 
Channel on a digital tier of service, where there may be 
many more unused channels available.  However, this would 
be inconsistent with requirements of Federal regulations 
(which require carriage on the basic service tier) and the 
County’s desire to reach the greatest number of viewers. 
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(10) A cable operator fiber interconnect is in place to permit the 
City of Los Angeles to distribute video programming from the 
City studio in downtown Los Angeles to the cable operators 
serving City subscribers. 

(11) Technology issues will not limit the implementation of the 
County Channel. 

(12) The “generic” issues associated with the development and 
implementation of a County Channel include: 

• Start slow and build.  Do not expect to go from zero to a 
24/7/365 operation overnight. 

• Think long-term. 

• Share resources. 

• Develop partnerships with other entities doing similar 
activities. 

• Involve the County cities and the cable operators in the 
process. 

• The support and commitment from the highest political 
and administrative levels for the development, operation 
and promotion of the channel is critical. 

• Having the right personnel is a key to driving the 
development of a channel. 

• Provide for channel capacity and financial support for 
programming equipment and operations as part of the 
cable franchise renewals. 

• Ensure that the channel will be beneficial for all parties. 

(13) Short term options include: 

• Implementing the existing County Code requirements 
that obligate County-franchised cable operators to 
receive and distribute the County Channel in 
unincorporated County areas.   

• Partnering with the City of Santa Monica and the Los 
Angeles County Office of Education in the development 
of a pilot project. 
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• Exploring partnership opportunities with the City of Los 
Angeles. 

(14) The County should actively explore options and actions that 
will be mutually beneficial to the County, the partnering city 
and the cable operator(s). 

(15) Just as the County will likely need to partner with cities, 
cable operators and others, County departments also will 
need to partner for the common goals and opportunities 
presented by the County Channel. 

B. Conclusions 

Based on the preceding, the following conclusions are reached: 

(1) The development and implementation of a County Channel 
is consistent with the Strategic Plan and the Board action of 
July 15, 2003. 

(2) Existing County cable franchises for unincorporated areas 
contain an obligation for the dedication of a channel for 
exclusive County use, for reception and distribution of the 
channel programming and for interconnection of cable 
systems operating in the County. 

(3) Most current franchises do not contain financial support for 
expenditures associated with a County Channel, but 
anticipated renewal of 28 of the County’s 36 cable franchises 
due to expire in December 31, 2005 will provide the 
opportunity to negotiate for financial support from the cable 
operators. 

(4) Any financial support from the cable operators likely will be 
itemized on subscriber bills. 

(5) From a technology perspective, it is possible to distribute a 
County Channel signal to the major cable operators 
throughout the County, and to distribute the signal to most 
cable subscribers. 

(6) It is not clear whether the cable operators will volunteer to be 
supportive of the County efforts, or whether the County will 
have to attempt to enforce performance. 

(7) The County can learn from the experiences of other cities 
and counties that have developed Government Access 

34 



 

channels that are comparable to the desired County 
Channel. 

(8) The County should cultivate partnerships with cities in the 
County for programming and operating the County Channel.  
In particular, a partnership with the City of Los Angeles holds 
promise because of the City’s extensive operations, wide 
reach and proximity to the Hall of Administration. 

(9) For a County Channel to be successful there must be 
support for the development, operation and promotion at the 
highest levels of the County. 

(10) The County must be able to exercise patience in order for 
the County Channel to develop into its optimal configuration.  

C. Recommendations 

The following recommendations are made: 

(1) The Board of Supervisors must determine whether to 
support the development and implementation of a County 
Channel. 

(2) If support is authorized, an initial project, or series of projects 
should be considered.  Three independent, or possibly 
concurrent, projects may be considered as logical first steps: 

• Implementing the existing County Code 
requirements that obligate County-franchised 
cable operators to receive and distribute the 
County Channel in unincorporated County areas.  
This may involve an expansion and enhancement 
of the programming currently offered over the 
closed circuit system within the Hall of 
Administration. 

• Partnering with the City of Santa Monica for the 
distribution of the County Channel in that City.  
Explore options to activate and program the 
County Channel in cooperation with the Los 
Angeles County Office of Education (LACOE).  
LACOE maintains a studio, playback system and 
message board application that would allow for the 
immediate distribution of County Channel 
programming.  First-year costs for this project are 
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estimated by the City and LACOE to be 
approximately $52,500. 

• Partnering with the City of Los Angeles in the 
development and distribution of programming to 
the approximately 38% of County residents who 
live in the City.  This effort should include further 
investigation by the County with regard to the City 
designating the County as the user of an available, 
but not yet activated City-wide Public Access 
channel.  The County should further work with the 
City to have a channel allocated to the County as 
part of the City’s franchise renewal process. 

(3) If the County Channel is authorized, the Board and the CAO 
should: 

• Require the County-franchised cable operators to fulfill 
requirements of their existing cable franchises to provide 
for receiving and distributing the County Channel in 
unincorporated County areas. 

• Support staff in partnering with incorporated cities and 
the ongoing building of relationships that mutually benefit 
the parties. 

• Support the negotiation of financial provisions for the 
County Channel in the forthcoming franchise renewals.   

• Support staff in articulating the benefits of the County 
Channel to cable subscribers. 

• Support the directing of County departments to 
coordinate efforts in the development of programming for 
the County Channel. 

• Support the development, operation and promotion of the 
County Channel both financially and administratively as 
feasible. 

• Support the initial start-up and expansion of the County 
Channel while exercising the patience that will be needed 
for the long-term development of a County Channel over 
the next five to ten years. 

(4) The Board should provide guidance to staff for long-term 
goals associated with the development and implementation 
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of a County Channel that is consistent with the objectives of 
the Strategic Plan.  
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